The fiscal incen ti ves to serv e st ude nts in re strictive settings must be el imi nated if the integration of speci al educati on students is to be fostered in the states.
Introduction
Th is anu" discusses how certain types 01 state ftJllCtng pro,;sioo s create fi scal irlCe nt ives for more restricti,e place· me!lts of stude nts in special edoxatioo. 60cause st.<: h irlCen· ti,e s run cou nter to fede ral regu lat ions. federal action to promote more placement neutral funding syslems may be war· ranted. The author discusses Iha pros ar>d coos 01 seve ral fed· ",al poI>oy optio ns.
Where Are Spec ial Education Students Sest Served?
Issues re lating 10 where SpOCial oo llCati oo stud ents are !:>est served have become a major focus of virtually al discus· sioos pe naining to best pract>oe and rofurm in special ed llCa· tion. Federal Ihl licy under Ihe Individua ls with Disa bil ities Edt.<:atrn Act (I DEA) has always required th at special edllCa· tK>n services be provided to stud<l nts "in the least reS1 ric1ive en'o"iroomen1." Howe,er. oonc;)rns are inc reasitogly expressed that special edo.>oa1ion servicas a r~ being offe red LtrKIer a dual system 01 service provision. FOf example , in a recent evaluation of the restric1i",ness of placements in th e states, lhe ARC (fOlll1e rl y the Assoc iatio n fo r RetardE>d Citizens) gave faili ng grades to all bul eig hl stales' Winners All. SOO1e edllCatOtS argue t hai "a ll mea ns all ": that all stuclents sho ukJ have the rig'lt to be educated with nood isabled students in reg ular class rooms in neighborhood schools, Ot hers are mOfe likely to po int to the fede ral req uirement to ha,e a range of placement options ava ilable to special edt.<:alion stlldoots. However, very fow poIicymakers see these two
Ihlsitions as mutually excluS<ve. The issue seems to be th e relative balance betwee n t hase two principles. Federat law reQu ires "That special classes. separate schoo ling or oth er removal of handicapped (:hj ldrilf> from the reg uiar ed ucatioo al envirOl"lll1ent OCCur only when lhe nature or severity 01 the disabiOty is such th at ed llCation in reg ular classes with !he use of supplementary aids and se rvices camot t>e ach ieved satisfactorily." The debate seems to cente r around the exact circumstances under which any type of separatkm is wa r~a nt ed, Do Certain Types of State Funding Provis ions Creale Incentives fOf MQre Restrictive Pla""ments?
OIe r the past seve-ral years, changes in speciat education placfflle nt t re nds have occ urred, which have been va ri oosly referred to as "inc lu sion." -integration." or "mainstreami ng."
The$!) tronds inclu de movement Irom residenti al to day care placemenlS, privale 10 pu bli c sc hool s, spe ci al educati on scho.:>s 10 neig hbo rhood schools, and frOO1 sf>"dal educatK>n to reg ular educalkm classrooms, Rooently , proponents 01 greater integration have become more proactive on t>eha lf of what is often referred to as the inclusion mo,ement. Howeve r, most provisio ns fo r state special edu:::atioo f urxf ing we re developed prior to this enhancod foeus 00 inclusK>n, Coo sequently, questi oo" have arisen about t h~ relations hip of th ese provisi oo s to th!' promotioo of inclusionary practices. The re is increasing concern th at certa in state l un ding pm' isians may indeed prod uce incentives for provk!ing more restnctive services , and that in some inslances mo re integ rated service t1");)dels may not e,en qualify for suppie-rnental state special edt.<:atioo aid Specilicaly, the questions to be add ressed in this article are whether ce rtain types of state fund ing form ul as create incentives for more restrictive placemenlS; and if yes, should Ihe lederal gove rnment attempt to remed iate this sit uati oo in some manner?
AI special educatio n lUO"ding systems coota in SOI"T1<l types of placemen t incentives. and some rewa rd mOre restrictive pl aceme nts. This pattern was docume nted in Ten nessee by Dempsey and Fuchs,' who tracked spocia l odllCatio n placement patte rns belo re and afle r state finance reform . Denn is Kane. t he state special ed ucat io n director in Vermo nt , cites years of slow progress in reducing the reSlric1iver>ess 01 placement patterns , However , in 1988, Vermont's f Ur>ding formu la was changed to be co me more pl acement ne ut ral, The new system is primari ly reliant on a block grant , and allows local decisi oomakers mo re discretion in tho use 01 specia l edo.>oatio n ItI"Ids, Kane reports th ai \,;th this fur>d ing change , resistance to the gfeater integ rati oo of special edllCation stlldoots ' seemed to meltaway,-
The re appea rs to be 00 e,j,jcrICc that states am designi ng their funcfj ng formu las in orde r to foster mo re restrictive placements. Rather, these types of incentives appear to 00 artilacts 01 t und in g systems thai were much mo re focused 00 ot her linarlCe issues, s!>Oh as the adeq uacy ar>d equity ol lund ing and th e ab~it y to track and audit f€iOOrallunds, In fact, in phone int erviews recently conducted by CSEF (i,e" t he Ce nte r l o[ Special Education Finance), a numoor of state directors of speci al ed llCatioo ind "ated lhat the desire to prormt€ greater integration has been a major impetu s to Iheir refo rm effofls, Many states are recogn izing that state formulas may t>e fostering restrictive placeme nts, and are actively engaged in attempting to correct this problem. Is minimize(!thl'ough the hilt> cost placement, DlJ./I l l und in g SYSl emS lo r special ed...c&tion iost ru cti(>r\/Ot alld t ran,;,po rtati on se",ices may create d lsi ncentivQs to rek>-cate $!>ecial oouealoon students to tholir neighborTlood school., There is no simple artSW9I' to IItI$ (fJeS1ion that win work wei in atl $lates. As an e><a"1J!e, N:>wever, federal special eo» calion funding und" IDEA is &aid 10 be "pI9cern&nl nevtrar becaul50e ~ provides tlati\<anI 1...xIing ll>a1 It &imply be$ed on the nu mber 01 SluOent9 iOG ntifoxl as spedal educatkln up 10 a l unding cap of t2 percen!. ()rogon also has a form 01 fiN grant AN special e<lucalion Slv::!EInts l\lC<l ive twice ti'le fu~ of 'e?' ular education students. fe9aroless of wilere \!ley a re placed '" th& types of services \hey receive_ Pennsvtvania aoo VGrmonI primariy fund spedal ed...c&lion ser'lllCeS baseCI on loCal dislrict lIfVotlmenl. These Iypes 0I11.ning IorrnuIas g&nerally do 001 conta,n incent;"es 10< more restriclWe placer" .. ",.
In acldrtion, some staleS grant local districts a great deal 01 h.ibiily in placem&nl l>y not requiring tnal special e<\uca.tion fundS be spool on special ed ucation $lude nts, Tl"Iis can f~t er SUC h inclusion8 ry practiCflS as team teachiog ~y """"iat and reg.Aar education teacnerato p~c seMoes 10 eo\irn classes 01 Students.
A runber 01 specSI education din!dors 81& critical oilederat funding polICY ul'lder IDEA because ~ _ , not foster .... The l iseal incentives to serve stude nts in restrictive set. tings must be &llm in<lTe<.! if Th e io1teg ' lIllOr'l of 8!!"dal educatioo students is to be 10Sterll'd in the stllies. HOwever, It Is not c~a r lhat a singe tyPil 01 kmnula "'; 11 be ideal l or sl states Or that add itional ta~eral r&q\lirem&nts wi. SOIye thle problem . quate. le>els of S<lrvice. In a(Xlition to conce rll$ aOOut the acle· quacyof services, provisions lor pl&cement IIIIU1l81ty may also ooo~ko! with other special eO.Ication fISCal P()1icy g08ls IUCh as equily and accounta bility. The most elteelioe l&de,.' policy may be to provKIe erucation and tecMical assisnlnce 10 lhe states to help them 10 a d0p4 6<Id WnpJement JIrI(Iing provisions tNt are CMSOrWlt with """'a l Iecleral and Slale pohcy goals.
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